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11-9 	 The issue of construction and operational employment of the facility was discussed in the Draft 
	 EIS in Section 3.10.2.
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11-10 See response to Comment 6-3.

11-11 See response to Comment 10-28.

11-12 From an interconnection standpoint (transmission from Wanapa to McNary), the project presents
no impact on present and future Wind development in the Umatilla area. The upgrades in the
McNary substation are considered a system upgrade. From a transmission standpoint (proposed
new John Day-McNary substation), the McNary area is already constrained, and Wanapa would
require new transmission to move forward. As such, this may benefit Wind and other generation in
the area as the project could be a major participant in funding of this transmission.

11-13 Unlike the other power plants in the region, which export all of their energy, the public partners in
the Wanapa Energy Center Project (i.e., City of Hermiston, the Port of Umatilla, and the Tribes)
intend to use electricity from the energy center to promote and attract economic development to
the area. The current plan is for the three local participants to reserve up to approximately 12
percent of the electricity for local usage for either direct service industries or to the local utilities.

11-14 The Wanapa Energy Center would be a private entity, and as such, no annual financial report
would be expected to be issued to the public.

11-15 The land lease agreement would include provisions between the tribe the project owners for
adequate bonds and financial guarantees to ensure the proper decommissioning and land
restoration. This land lease agreement would be subject to the BIA approval and acceptance.

11-16 See response to Comment 11-15.



Responses to Letter 11Letter 11 Continued

11-17

11-17 The project is expected to help meet growing needs for electricity in the region and not replace
existing hydropower. Hydropower supplies in the region are not adequate to meet all demands. In
addition, hydropower’s lower cost insures that wholesale electricity users purchase hydropower
before purchasing from other sources. Also, the development of other sources of electricity
diversifies the region’s sources and reduces the risks inherent in relying on hydropower alone for
the region’s growing economy.

CTUIR’s support of the project and opposition to dams is a consistent policy. The Wanapa project
as well as other similar gas fired plants would reduce dependency on the additional hydropower,
which would have a positive effect on the Fall Chinook, Spring Chinook and Steelhead. The
impact of the dams on Fall Chinook, Spring Chinook and Steelhead is well documented. The
proposed water withdrawal for the project would have an immeasurable impact on fish compared
to the hydropower system.

CTUIR is opposed to new permits from the Columbia River that does not involve water mitigation
measures. In the case of Wanapa, the Port of Umatilla already retains the water right and the
project would be one of several customers of the Regional Water System using water for industrial
purposes. State of Oregon specifically authorizes municipalities to reserve sufficient water under a
permit that the municipality would need for future development. As such, to argue that CTUIR
should not rely on water from the Regional Water System would seem to suggest that others who
are using water under the same existing permits, including other power plants in the area and
irrigation interests, also should not be allowed to do so.




